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Reply to Office Action dated September 22, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS : 

By the present Amendment, claim 1 is amended and no new matter is added. Claims 
1 - 5 and 7 - 16 are currently pending in the application, with claims 1, 7 and 8 being 
independent. Claim 6 is currently withdrawn from consideration. 

Applicant has carefully considered the contents of the Office Action and respectfully 
requests reconsideration and reexamination of the subject application in view of the 
explanations noted below. 

Election/Restrictions 

The Examiner agrees with Applicants that claims 1-5 and 7-16 read on the elected 
species of FIGS. 2 - 3D. 

The Examiner disagrees that claim 6 reads on the elected species of FIGS. 2 - 3D, and 
has withdrawn claim 6 from consideration. Applicants respectfully request that claim 6 be 
reinstated and considered, as the elements of claim 6 read on the elected species of FIGS. 2 - 
3D. 

The first step of method claim 6 recites "press-fitting downwardly the upper bearing 
so that an inner race of the upper bearing is pressed upward in a close contact with an outer 
circumference of the shaft." Line 27 on page 14 - line 1 on page 15 of Applicants' 
specification clearly describe the above step with regard to FIGS. 2 - 3D of the elected 
species. 

The second step of method claim 6 recites "press-fitting downwardly the upper 
bearing so that an outer race of the upper bearing is pressed upward in a close contact with an 
inner circumference of a recess at a center of upper side of the rotary drum." Lines 2 - 8 on 
page 15 of Applicants' specification clearly describe the above step with regard to FIGS. 2 - 
3D of the elected species. 

Therefore, claim 6 should be reinstated and considered. 

Objection to the Specification 

The Abstract of the Disclosure is objected to for informalities, such as the use of legal 
phraseology. The above amendments to the Abstract remove the legal phraseology, such as 
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"means" and "comprises." Therefore, the objection to the Abstract is obviated and should be 
withdrawn. 

The Title of the Invention is objected to for not being adequately descriptive. The 
above amendments to the Title of the Invention clearly indicate the invention to which the 
claims are directed. Therefore the objection to the Title of the Invention is obviated and 
should be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 1 - 4 and 7 - 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
either Korean Utility Model Laid Open No. 1991-018843 (the Korean '843 reference), 
Kimura (JP 4-900007), or Kumagai (JP 4-219612). Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection, since the Cornelius '090 patent clearly does not disclose, teach or render obvious 
the subject matter of independent claims 1 and 12. 

Independent claims 1, 6, 7 and 8 recite, inter alia, press fitting either or both of the 
upper and lower bearings. 

The Korean '843, Kimura and Kumagai references each appear to disclose upper and 
lower bearings, each having inner and outer faces, disposed between an upper drum and a 
shaft. However, there is no disclosure of how the upper and lower bearings are disposed 
between the upper drum and the shaft. Each of independent claims 1, 6, 7 and 8 recites that 
the upper bearing, the lower bearing or both bearings are secured by press fitting. 
Independent claim 1 recites that the upper bearing is press fit on the shaft and the lower 
bearing is press fit in the rotary drum. Independent claim 6 recites that the upper bearing is 
press fit both on the shaft and in the rotary drum. Independent claim 7 recites that the lower 
bearing is press fit in the rotary drum. Independent claim 8 recites that the upper bearing is 
press fit both on the shaft and in the rotary drum and that the lower bearing is press fit in the 
rotary drum. The press fitting feature of independent claims 1, 6, 7 and 8 is not disclosed or 
suggested in the English abstracts of the Korean '843, Kimura and Kumagai references. 
Furthermore, such press fitting feature is not discernible from the drawings of the Korean 
'843, Kimura and Kumagai references. Therefore, independent claims 1, 6, 7 and 8 are not 
anticipated or rendered obvious by the Korean '843, Kimura and Kumagai references. 
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Furthermore, if "a document is in a language other than English and the examiner 
seeks to rely on that document, a translation must be obtained so that the record is clear as to 
the precise facts the examiner is relying upon in support of the rejection/* MPEP § 706.02 
(II). Therefore, if the Korean '843, Kimura and Kumagai references are being relied upon for 
disclosure of the recited press fitting feature, then translations must be supplied to factually 
support such reliance. 

Lacking an element recited in independent claims 1, 6, 7 and 8, the Korean '843, 
Kimura and Kumagai references do not anticipate independent claims 1, 6, 7 and 8 since a 
"claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either 
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegall Bros, v. Union 
Oil Co. of California. 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). Therefore, the Korean '843, 
Kimura and Kumagai references do not anticipate or render obvious independent claims 1, 6, 
7 and 8. 

Claims 2-5 and 9-16, being dependent upon independent claims 1, 7 and 8, are also 
allowable for the above reasons. Moreover, these dependent claims recite additional features 
further distinguishing them over the cited patents, such as a diameter of the inner race of the 
upper bearing is larger than a diameter of the shaft of claims 3,11 and 12; a diameter of the 
inner race of the lower bearing is larger than a diameter of the shaft of claims 4, 13 and 14; 
and the inner race of the lower bearing is bonded to the shaft of claims 5, 15 and 16. 
Therefore, dependent claims 2-5 and 9 - 16 are not anticipated or rendered obvious by the 
cited patent, particularly within the overall claimed combination. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 103fa^ 

Claims 5, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Korean '843, Kimura and Kumagai references. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection, since the Korean '843, Kimura and Kumagai references clearly do not disclose, 
teach or render obvious the subject matter of independent claims 1, 7 and 8. 

As discussed above, independent claims 1, 7 and 8 each recite press fitting the upper 
bearing, the lower bearing or both the upper and lower bearings. Press fitting a bearing is not 
disclosed or suggested in the English abstracts for or the drawings of the Korean '843, 
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Kimura and Kumagai references as discussed above. Therefore, because the Korean 4 843, 
Kimura and Kumagai references do not anticipate or render obvious independent claims 1, 7 
and 8, dependent claims 5, 15 and 16 are allowable for the above reasons. 



In view of the foregoing amendment and comments, Applicants respectfully submit 
that claims 1 - 16 are in condition for allowance. Prompt and favorable action is solicited. 



Respectfully Submitted, 




Marcus R. Mickney 
Reg. No. 44,941 



Roylance, Abrams, Berdo & Goodman, L.L.P. 
1300 19 th Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20036 
(202) 659-9076 



Dated: ^WmS££ l4,2oo5 
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